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PER CURIAM.

Missouri citizensAlan and SheilaNorman appeal thedistrict court’ s* dismissal
of their diversity jurisdiction-based civil actionfor lack of subject matter jurisdiction.
Thecourt foundthat, although some circumstances supported afinding that Anderson
was a Washington citizen, the Normans had not shown by a preponderance of the
evidencethat Anderson was a\Washington citizen at thetime the Normansfiled their
suit in 2000. In particular, the court found--after careful consideration of the
evidence--that Anderson had moved to Missouri in 1998 with theintent to makeit his
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permanent home; he thereafter sold his home in Washington; when hiswife died, he
decided that at some point in the future he would return to Washington; but despite
thisintent, he had not successfully changed his citizenship back to Washington. See
Yeldell v. Tutt, 913 F.2d 533, 537 (8th Cir. 1990) (citizenship requires concurrence
of individual’s presence in state in question with intent to make home there
indefinitely); Rogersv. Bates, 431 F.2d 16, 18 (8th Cir. 1970) (law requires party’s
physical presence in state coupled with intent to make it his present home).

We find no clear error in the district court’s factual findings underlying its
determination of citizenship. See Sheehan v. Gustafson, 967 F.2d 1214, 1215 (8th
Cir. 1992) (determination of citizenship ismixed question of law and fact, but mainly
fact; district court’s findings of fact underlying legal conclusion of citizenship are
reviewed for clear error). Wealso reject, as unsupported by our cases, the Normans
contention that they were required in these circumstances to make only aprimafacie
showing of diversity.

Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the district court.
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